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Amendment Pursuant to 37 CFR § \ . \14 dated 2/20/200? 



Attorney Docket No. 3524/199 



REMARKS 

Claim Status 

Claims L 2, 4-9, 1 1.-20 and 23-30. all of which were re ected Inai 0 e \ci 
dated March 20, 2006. are pending in tins application, with claims 1,12, 20, 23, 27, 29, and 30 
being in. independent form. Claims 3, 10, 21, and 22 have been canceled. Claims 1 , 2, 6. 7, 8, 
12, 18, 20, 23, 27, 29, and 30 are herein amended for additional clarity. 

Claim Refections Under 35 DSC M 1.02(e) .a nd 103(a) 

Claims 1-3, 5-6, 8-13 and 1 8-30 stand rejected under 35 U.S.C, § 102(e) as being 
anticipated by U.S. Patent Publication No. 2005/0010653 ("McCanne"); claims 4 and 14-16 
stand rejected under 35 U.S.C. §103 as being unpatentable over McCanne in view of U.S. Patent 
No. 6,160,843 ("MeHale."); and claims 7 and 17 stand rejected under 35 U.S.C. §103 as being 
unpatentable over McCanne in view of U.S. Patent Publication No. 2002 o:^ 5 '- O'khanO. 
Applicant respectfully traverses all rejections and requests reconsideration and withdrawal 
'i u lo . -i c e so ) ijstmnxi ne e\\ 

Independent claims 1,12, 20, 23, 27, 29 and 30 relate to systems and methods for 
providing streamed electronic content to a plurality of user terminals in a client network from at 
least ore remote electronic content source, comprising a client-side computei in the client 
network operable to receive a streamed unicast transmission of the requested content from a 
remote content source and to distribute the received content to the user terminals in the client 
network. 
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Claim : as amended herein, recites \ method for providing streamed electronic content 
to a plurality of user terminals in a client network from at least one remote electronic content 
source;' and comprises: 

receiving at a client-side computer requests from two or more user 
terminals in the client network for a common desired streamed content 
from the at least one remote electronic content store; 

said client-side computer forwarding at least one content request to 
the at least one remote electronic content store for the common desired 
streamed content; 

receiving by the client-side computer from the at least one content 

source a streamed unicast m is \ 

response to said at least one content request; and 

said client-side computer distributing the received streamed 
content corresponding to said streamed unicasl transmission to each of the 
requesting plurality of user terminals in the client network. 

As previously explained by Applicant, claim I expressly provides that the client-side 
computer and the user terminals are in tire client network, and that the streamed content received 
as aunicasi trans nissiou b> die cite it-side computer in the client network is distributed to each 
of the requesting user terminals in the client network. Additionally, Applicant previously 
pointed out that MeCanne does not disclose, inter alia, a client network that includes a client- 
side computer thai receives streamed content and distributes the streamed content to the user 
terminals a! - - it networl Ypp rther p me ncntions 

ISPs streaming content to user terminals, MeCanne simply is not concerned with, distribution of 
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content within a c ei network at east i asmuf sMc ol c sclose tha the 

computer in McCanne that streamsihe content to the user -terminals is a client-side computer in a 
client network and that such computer distributes the streamed content to user terminals in the 
client network. 

In maintaining the rejection of claim Las set forth in the Advisory Action dated 
Vagus* 2. 200o. the FAarmner refers to paragraph [0021] of McCanne. which gem-rally describes 
how an Internet Group Management Protocol (IGMP) is used for multicasting: 'In i'GMP. . .the 
client subscribes to an 4 IP Multicast' group by signaling to the nearest router with subscription 
information" (Advisory Action dated August, quoting McCanne at paragraph [002 lines 12- 
14.) In view of this general reference in McCanne, the Examiner alleges that a "nearest routef' 
may be considered a client-side computer and thus, that multicasting by a nearest renter in 
McCanne satisfies Applicant's claim limitations concerning a client-side computer: 

The nearest router is interpreted by the examiner as a client side 
computer, and the client is at the user terminal, and both are on the same 
network. Therefore, meets [sic] the claim limitations because the 
nulticasti g s >erforme< i the client side. [Advisory Action dated 
\jgt t I'OOf, sweJ 

Applicant respectfully disagrees with this and the other stated reasoning underlying the 
outstanding rejections, and maintains that the claims as pending prior to the herein amendment 
as well as the presently amended claims are patentably distinct over McCanne. individually or in 
view <! -' ior art of record Mote si s ' respet 

lUi ( i i I • o M v u e em et i i ! the te a' McCanne and 

disregards the combination oi limitations required b> \ppiieur-f s claim I . 

For instance, regardless of whether (or not) a nearest router in McCanne may be 
considered to be on a client-side. Applicant respectfully submits that McCanne does not teach or 
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suggest that such a nearest router is operati ve in, inter alia, "receiving . . , from the at least one 
contc c e i ted content in response to said it 

least one content request'' and "distributing the 'received streamed content corresponding to said 
trean i m s e l i < o sg pmraliK of use term i -> i s i elie H 

network," as required for a "client-bide computer" according to Applicant's > kins I . More 
specifically, in McCanne. a nearest router that a client signals with subscription information for 
subscribing to an IP Multicast group—though gene hy operath i rovid tg content 
IIS'P to a subscribing client-does not receive a unicast transmission from the content source that 
it then distributes to each requesting user terminal. Rather, under IGMP, as generally described 
by McCanne, the transmission from the content source/server to the route; would be a multicast 
transmission, i.e., addressed to a multicast group, and the router then forwards foe received 
multicast transmission according to the group address. 

Additionally, as best understood by Applicant, McCanne does not teach or suggest that 
the nearest router provides user terminals with a multicast transmission of content recei ved from 
a content source ' m o -\ * v ■ \ ] &i least one content request" from user terminals in the client 
tetwork s require ) n s claim 1. As best understood, multicasting in McCanne 

relates io content pushing for content distribution (e.g., in the distribution network) rather than 
content pulling by user terminals according to a request/response methodology. 

Applicant has herein amended claim 1 to further clarify that a client-side computer that 
receives the streamed content (and distributes the received streamed, content to the requesting 
use? terntii a s v s opera m in " receh ag request * f orn + v o oi ni ire user et lina'is in t e 
client network for a common desired streamed content from the at least one remote electronic 
content store" and "forwarding at least one content request to the at least one remote electronic 
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content stare fot the common desired sue in et (or not) a 

s es iter McCaniiem be consi e eon ent-side, A p „tlul\ 

submits thai McCanne additionally does not teach or suggest, w/<?r n/?o, that a computer 
operative in forwarding a content request to the content source receives a transmission of the 
requested content and then distributes that content to a plurality of client de\ ices For instance. 
McCanne describes a first edge router routing a content request to the redirection/content 
distribution network to implement inter-ISP content peering, and the content then being provided 
via another edge router (see. e.g., Fig. 6 of McGanne). Applicant respectfully notes that, at least 
in this respect, an edge routers in the ISP peering arrangement proposed by McCanne is not a 
client-side compt tei t ela n ed by Applicant (claim 1). 

For at least the foregoing reasons, Applicant respectfully submits that that claim I is 
patentably distinct over McCanne, Applicant .notes that independent claims 12, 20, 23, 27, 29 
and 30, (which relate to a client-side computer in the client network operative in receiving a 
unicast transmission of streamed content, and distributing the received content to user terminals 
in the client network h include one or more limitations similar to those discussed above in 

v on v >etwet claim 1 and McCanne. Accordingly, Applicant 

respectfully submits that each of these independent claims is patentably distinct over McCanne 
based on at least similar reasoning for the corresponding limitations. Applicant further submits 
that Mel tah- and Khan, individually or in combination with McCanne, do not remedy the 
deficiencies described hereinabove with respect to claim 1, and thus with respect to the other 
independent claims as well 

Moreover, it is submitted that each of the dependent claims is allowable for at least the 
reasons discussed above. Applicant respectfully submits, however, that the dependent claims 
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recite acldi i >nal I mils tions tl at p o\ dead > t etion o\u the prior 

ec< aid 3pl.icant spec h ese es the ttop M ) 

because Applicant .maintains that all claims art diem b'e tor at ^ roasts s> pn sen ted 
hereinabove, in the interests of brevity, this response does not comment on each and every 
cc c i si \ s i i 1 vctit fhi i 1 

acquiescence of the substance of those comments, and Applicant reserves the right to address 
such comments.. 



In view of the above, Applicant respectfully submits that ai! pending claims are allowable 
and the application is in condition for allowance. Early reconsideration and allowance of the 
application with claims 1 , 2, 4-9, 1 1-20 and 23-30 are respectfully requested. The Examiner is 
respectfully invited to contact the Applicant's undersigned representative by telephone on any 
outstanding issue regarding the application. 



TntiLCN Rhd Brow * Rai s\ - \ ,\ ^-n* 1 
900 Third Avenue 
New York, NY 10022 
Tel. (212) 895-2000 
Fax, (212) 895-2900 



Conclusion 



Respectfully submitted. 





David V. Rossi 
Reg. No. 36,659 
Attorney for Applicant 
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